In America, the average house size has increased from 1660 to 2596 ft 2 from 1973 to 2013 with home prices rising to more than nine times the average price in 1970. Additionally, the increase in urban sprawl and city dwelling has caused a 50% increase in the negative environmental impact of housing since the 1950s. Given these concerns, many people have reevaluated their needs and desires leading to the tiny house movement. Therefore, the purposes of this study were to examine tiny house dwellers' motivations and understanding whether they are correlated to tiny house satisfaction. The Tiny House Community Survey was an online survey to assesses tiny house residents' motivations for living tiny through seven diverse items (e.g., simpler life, sustainability, cost, etc.). Overall tiny house satisfaction was also measured by asking if the respondent was satisfied with his or her tiny house, captured on a five-point scale. Descriptive and multivariate analyses within SPSS 22.0 compared the motivations of tiny house dwellers according to a variety of socio-demographic and structural factors (e.g., gender, location, house size). Decreased costs, a simplified lifestyle, and increased freedom were salient motivations for more than half of the surveyed population. In examining the association between motivations and housing satisfaction, a simplified lifestyle was the only motivation held by respondents with significant relationship. Increased knowledge regarding tiny homes and their impact could help overcome some of the challenges faced by the tiny house community such as lack of awareness, legality concerns, and financing opportunities.
Introduction
According to the United States Census, this country has seen a change in home size within the past 40 years with the average house size increasing from 1660 ft 2 in 1973 to 2596 ft 2 in 2013 (Beam 2015; US Census Bureau MCD 2013) . Meanwhile, the average family size has dipped from 3.67 members to 2.62 between 1940 and 2005 (Wilson and Boehland 2005) . As a result, people have more space in their homes than they have ever had before. In fact, the average square feet per person ratio has more than tripled from 290 ft 2 in 1950 to 893 ft 2 in 2003 (Wilson and Boehland 2005) . It is not all luxurious, however, since, according to Swope, home prices, adjusting for inflation, have risen over 9 times since the 1970s while real incomes have remained nearly stagnate (Swope 2006) . These factors have led to several problems for homeowners as seen in the housing crisis of 2008 where there was a ballooning of real estate prices and mortages (Murphy 2014) .
Additionally, people are moving into urban areas and city centers which is placing a strain on space and the built environment. According to the United Nations, more than 54% of the world's population resides in urban areas in 2014 and this is expected to increase to 66% by 2050 (Murphy 2014) . In 2005, single family homes made up 63% of total housing units which in some places represents itself as urban sprawl (Wilson and Boehland 2005) . Therefore, it is the growth of suburbs with low density patterns and larger homes around cities which is leading to increased social and environmental issues (Wilson and Boehland 2005; Rérat 2012) . Given that the built environment plays a large role in human influence on the environment, the increased house size has caused the environmental impact from housing to double since the 1950s (Wilson and Boehland 2005) . Environmental impacts include an increase of storm-water run off due to increased impermeable surface areas due to foundations and larger energy needs (Wilson and Boehland 2005) .
Overall, the housing situation in this country, especially the economic cost, environmental impact, and growing size has caused some citizens to reevaluate their current living conditions (Conley et al. 2015) . It is interesting to note, however, an increase in housing cost and percentage of income spent on housing is positively associated with housing satisfaction as it insinuates greater housing quality (Lu 1999) . Length of residence in a house is also correlated to housing satisfaction with more years spent in a house increasing satisfaction (Peck and Kay Stewart 1985) . Measured by the room stress index, the adequacy of housing size, greenspace, and surrounding environment are also correlated to increased housing satisfaction (Lu 1999; Levy-Leboyer 1993) . Homeownership has been found to significantly impact both housing satisfaction (Lu 1999; Hu 2013; Pekkonen and Haverinen-Shaughnessy 2015) . In conclusion, housing satisfaction contributes greatly to overall life satisfaction and happiness (Peck and Kay 1985; Hu 2013) .
While small dwellings are in no way novel, a new movement self-described as the Tiny House Movement has gained significant traction since 2002 with the development of the Tumbleweed Tiny House Company and Small House Society (Mutter 2013) . These companies have since been joined by others in the United States and across the globe sparking an international movement that aims to keep the quality of living high while homeowners intentionally decide to downsize (Mutter 2013 ).
While there is no set standard, homes between 70 and 300 ft 2 or ones that fall under the allowable housing unit within the municipality where it is built are generally considered "tiny" (Mingoya 2015) . A tiny house is approximated in literature to be around 200 ft 2 and can vary in complexity and cost while including the necessary sleeping, bathing, storage, and cooking areas found in general houses (Mingoya 2015) . The foundations of most tiny homes are built on pre-fabricated trailer beds or raised, mobile platforms which have maximum size regulations rather than having a structure with a true foundation which is limited by minimum size (Mingoya 2015) . When "going tiny," builders of tiny houses find the minimum requirements for broad hallways, wide doorways, and rooms constricting, since efficiency is key in making the most of small spaces, especially when trailers are roadlimited to dimensions of 8 ft wide, 13.5 tall, and 16-20 ft long (Murphy 2014) .
Given an example of a standard tiny house, which is 126 ft 2 of livable space, including the loft, built on a 8 × 16 ft. trailer, one is bound to ask the question who is choosing to live in these small spaces (Murphy 2014) . Up until this point, literature has identified several niche populations who are living tiny. These include: young adults, students, retirees, seniors, and those interested in tiny house communities (Mutter 2013) . These populations are widespread and varied and do not point to one specific, identifiable community of tiny house owners. According to Mingoya, the tiny house trend is typically pursued by wealthy downsizers; however, the cost, size, and simplicity of the movement lends itself to an array of incomes (Mingoya 2015) . In fact, organizations such as the Occupy Madison Village in Madison, WI and Dignity Village in Portland, OR have begun to use tiny houses as a way to shelter some of their cities' homeless populations (Mingoya 2015) .
The reasons people choose to live in tiny houses are just as varied as those who live in them. One time house owner, Mary Murphy, has recorded her own motivations to design her own tiny house to manage living both on and off the grid (Murphy 2014) . She believes she speaks for many of those in her community when she describes her motivation to live this lifestyle was the opportunity for house ownership in the increasing real estate boom (Murphy 2014) . She also states limiting her stuff, finding inspiration and beauty in simplicity and conservation, and self-empowerment are a few other reasons she built her own tiny house for $5000 using recycled and refurbished materials (Murphy 2014) . In another article, Drew Pflaumer lists environmentalism, finances, and freedom as the most salient motivators to join the movement (Pflaumer 2015) .
A study by Mutter identified six motivations for living tiny (Mutter 2013) . Given that the lifestyle of living in a tiny house is vastly different than living in a sprawling residence, many tiny house dwellers are interested in leading a simpler life, removing themselves from the culture of American consumerism (Mutter 2013) . The reduced floor plan of tiny homes decreases the carbon footprint of these houses, however, some tiny house owners cite sustainability and environmental impacts as their primary motivation and take steps to incorporate recycled materials, alternative energy sources, and rain water collection systems (Mutter 2013) . For many tiny house owners, cost was an important factor in deciding to downsize since it could be the only way they could afford to own their residence (Mutter 2013) . Although not all tiny houses are built on movable trailers, some tiny house owners found the flexibility and freedom to not be attached to one location to be a high priority (Mutter 2013) . Other residents found the sense of community provided by tiny house enthusiasts to be reason to downsize (Mutter 2013) . Lastly, tiny house owners are often very involved in the design and build of their tiny house and identified the customization potential attractive (Mutter 2013) .
These drivers for living in a tiny house were found through qualitative methods using popular media reviews and interviews with eleven stakeholders in the North American tiny house community, including tiny house owners, builders, and advocates of the movement (Mutter 2013) . Chosen for their high visibility in the tiny house community, the eleven participants were asked about motivations, challenges, and potential for growth through a semi-structure, responsive interview style (Mutter 2013) . As stated by Mutter herself, "academic papers on tiny housing are virtually nonexistent." (Mutter 2013 ) While her thesis began to explore the motivators for living tiny, there is still a large gap in the research. Since several motivations have been named as important in choosing to dwell in a tiny house, there is a need to quantify the data within a larger sample. In summary, only limited research exists examining primary motivations to live in a tiny house and has largely been conducted using qualitative methods drawn from a small, high visibility sample.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine the motivations of a larger sample of tiny house owners in pursuing these shelters using quantitative measures. Additionally, this study aims to understand whether motivations are correlated to tiny house satisfaction, controlling for features such as house size, cost, ownership, and length of residence. Better understanding tiny house dwellers' motivations and satisfaction can aid in detecting populations most willing to live in smaller residences and the key factors driving this growing trend.
Methods

Data collection
The Tiny House Community Survey (THCS) was conducted during February and March 2017. The survey included questions to understand the tiny house movement in terms of its members' satisfaction, living arrangements, and motivations. It was developed online and consisted of a total of fifty-seven questions. Eligible respondents included any person currently living in a tiny house regardless of whether they own or rent the structure. It was limited to one survey per household to ensure a diversity of results. The tiny house movement is an international lifestyle so the THCS was not limited to a particular country or region.
Because limited research exists regarding tiny houses, there has yet been an established method of surveying tiny house residents. Without an exhaustive inventory of tiny house dwellers, outreach included various means of contact to reach a wide and diverse population. Distribution of the THCS occurred online through several social media posts and blog outreach. By searching any combination for blogs relating to "tiny house," "tiny house movement," "small living," "tiny house family," "tiny house community," "minimalism," "tiny house builder," a list of tiny house residents was generated for outreach. The blog owners were contacted using the email address listed or through sending a message directly through the blog platform. Another method of outreach was accomplished by finding tiny house residents through various Facebook group pages such as: Tiny House People, Tiny House, Tiny House Hosting, Tiny House Concepts, American Tiny House Association, and Tiny House DIY. Tiny house dwellers were invited to take the survey through posting on the general page and by direct messages using Facebook Messenger. An Instagram account was also created for the Tiny House Community Survey (@tinyhousecommunitysurvey) to contact tiny house residents through posting messages about the survey, direct messaging tiny house accounts, and gaining followers to raise awareness of the project.
A total of 64 responses were collected from four countries, including the United States (61), New Zealand (1), Canada (1), and Australia (1). Tiny house residents were incentivized to the take the survey for a chance to win one of two raffled gift cards. The survey was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University of South Carolina.
Measures
The THCS gathered information regarding respondent demographics, motivations for living in a tiny house, specific information about the construction of their tiny house, and tiny house satisfaction. Motivations were rated using a five-point scale (1 = "Strongly Disagree," 5 = "Strongly Agree") in which respondents answered 7 items relating to "I chose to live in a tiny house because." The motivations, as found in Mutter's study, included: live a simpler life (movement away from consumerism or consumption), sustainability and environmental factors (reducing environmental impact, recycling/reusing material to incorporate into the build), cost (limited financially, desire to live without a mortgage), freedom and mobility (to move about the country, have a more flexible schedule, independence), sense of community (living in a tiny house community, participating in the online community, support of family and friends during and after the build), interest in design (desire to plan, assistance in the building or construction of the home), and empowerment (overcoming the challenges of living in a tiny house) (Murphy 2014; Mutter 2013; Pflaumer 2015) . The results were then dichotomized into lower motivation (1-4) and higher motivation (5) for each of the seven dimensions.
Overall tiny house satisfaction was measured by asking if the respondent was satisfied with his or her tiny house, captured on a five-point scale (1 = "Strongly Disagree," 5 = "Strongly Agree"). The variable was dichotomized into low satisfaction (1-4) and high satisfaction (5). Tiny house residents were also asked to categorize the size of their tiny house, including lofted space, in increments of 100 ft 2 , which was divided into houses with less than 200 ft 2 and those between 200 and 799 ft 2 . Residents were asked to comment on their current living arrangement-whether they were living alone, with a partner or spouse, or with their family. Respondents were also asked about the length of residence in their tiny house (a year or less or more than 1 year) and about the total cost of their tiny house, dichotomized into $39,999 or less or more than $40,000. Lastly, the survey examined whether participants owned their tiny houses or not and if they had the ability to be transported.
Additionally, respondents were asked a variety of demographic characteristics. Age was measured on a continuous scale and dichotomized into younger (19-39) and older (40-66). Sex was evaluated with three choices: male, female, and other. Race and ethnicity characteristics were assessed and divided into white and biracial and Hispanic or non-Hispanic. Based on education, respondents were divided into two groups, one having obtained a 4-year degree or more and the other having a 2-year degree or less. Respondents chose their annual household income in increments of $15,000 and were then dichotomized further into two groups (below $60,000 or $60,000 or more).
Analysis
Descriptive frequencies were used to examine salient motivations among tiny house owners along with the participant's characteristics. Logistic regression was used to analyze associations between each of the seven motivations for living in a tiny house and overall tiny house satisfaction, controlling for tiny house features and participant characteristics. All analyses were conducted using SPSS 24.0 and significance set at p < 0.05.
Results
As seen in Table 1 , a majority of survey participants were white (96.4%) and female (78.0%). Some participants identified as being Hispanic, Latino(a), or Spanish ethnicity (8.5%). The ages ranged from 19 to 66 years, with more than half (59.3%) being less than 40 years old. A majority of the participants (59.3%) earned $59,999 annually and held a 4-year college degree or more (59.3%). Table 2 displays several tiny house features. For example, participants' tiny houses ranged in size from less than 99 to 799 ft 2 with most (67.7%) being between 200 and 799 ft 2 . More than two-thirds (70.8%) of the tiny house residents owned their structure and had the ability to transport their house if desired (89.1%). The length of residence was equally divided in terms of living in the tiny house for a year or less (49.2%) or for over a year (50.8%). About one-third (32.8%) of the participants lived with a spouse or partner, about half lived alone (45.3%), and the remaining (21.9%) respondents lived with their families.
As seen in Fig. 1 , cost was found to be the most salient motivation for living in a tiny house with 71.9% of residents agreeing strongly. The desire to live a simple life with less consumerism (65.6%) and having the freedom and independence to move about (51.6%) were the next two influential reasons to live in a tiny house. There was an even split between tiny house residents who had high motivation (50.0%) versus low motivation (50.0%) due to sustainability and environmental concerns. Approximately one-third 
Fig. 1 Tiny house motivations frequencies
In order to examine the bivariate relationship between motivations and satisfaction, an unadjusted odds ratio (OR) was calculated for each motivation (Table 3) . Those respondents with a high motivation for a simple lifestyle were more found to be more likely to be satisfied with their tiny house (OR = 5.10). The other motivations, sustainability (OR = 1.34), cost (OR = 0.80), freedom (OR = 0.51), community (OR = 1.51), design (OR = 1.14), and empowerment (OR = 1.38) were not found to be significantly associated with tiny house satisfaction. Table 3 also includes two adjusted analyses examining associations between tiny house motivations and satisfaction, controlling for a variety of features. As noted in past research, housing satisfaction is associated with housing cost, size, ownership, and length of residence (Lu 1999; Peck and Kay 1985; Levy-Leboyer 1993; Hu 2013; Pekkonen and Haverinen-Shaughnessy 2015) . Therefore, an adjusted odds ratio was found for each motivation while controlling for these variables (Table 3 , column 3). The desire to live a simple life was again the only motivation which was significantly (OR = 4.86) associated with tiny house satisfaction.
In binary analyses, most demographic measures (sex, race, ethnicity, education, or income) were not found to be significantly associated with satisfaction. However, age was the only demographic variable found to have a relationship with satisfaction such that older people (40-66) were more likely to be satisfied with their tiny house than younger respondents (19-39). Consequentially, a third set of analyses were conducted controlling for participant age (Table 3 , column 4). Simplicity remained the only motivation that was significantly associated with housing satisfaction (OR = 11.03).
Discussion
This study offers valuable information regarding the motivations held by tiny house residents. Quantifying data was collected to determine which factors were of most importance to downsize. Decreased costs, a simplified lifestyle, and increased freedom and mobility were salient motivations for more than half of the surveyed population. Additionally, this study examined the satisfaction one had of their home in association with what motivated them to live in a tiny house in the first place; a simplified lifestyle was the only motivation held by respondents associated with housing satisfaction. A simplified lifestyle was defined as the movement away from consumerism or consumption. Because tiny houses offer less space than a typical household, residents have to be conscious about the material possessions they own. For some, living in a tiny house leads to an intentional lifestyle of their reducing belongings to only those that are essential or meaningful. Therefore, simplicity could be associated with increased satisfaction since it leads to fewer possessions which means decreased expenses along with more freedom to enjoy life's experiences rather than consumer goods.
This study demonstrates consistency with those listed by other authors in terms of the motivations encouraging people to move into tiny houses (Murphy 2014; Mutter 2013; Pflaumer 2015) . People are weighing a variety of factors and reasons for living in smaller spaces such as reducing consumerism, decreasing the cost of housing, limiting their environmental impact, increasing their freedom and independence, designing their own house, empowering themselves, and developing a sense of community. Previous research has found homeowners take into account not only the functional aspects of the home but if the resident's self-congruity fits with the perceived image of the house (Sirgy et al. 2005) . Therefore, it is reasonable for tiny house owners to be motivated by shared factors surrounding the tiny house movement.
Housing satisfaction has been associated with a variety of factors, including both residential and demographic features. A study conducted in Hangzhou, China found females and those in older generations to have higher satisfaction with their residence (Huang et al. 2015) . Additional studies have found an association between satisfaction and demographic features such sex, income, and race (Lu 1999; Huang et al. 2015) . When controlling for factors that could influence the association between motivations and satisfaction, however, this study only found significance in older respondents being more satisfied with their tiny homes. Residential features such as ownership status, length of residence, cost, and size of house have previously been linked to overall housing satisfaction (Lu 1999; Peck and Kay 1985; Levy-Leboyer 1993; Hu 2013; Pekkonen and Haverinen-Shaughnessy 2015; Huang et al. 2015) . This study on tiny houses found no influence while controlling for these factors when analyzing the association between motivations and satisfaction.
Limitations
This study had several limitations. The first having to do with the sample included. The sample was homogeneous primarily in terms of sex and race. Due to a small, nonrandom sample size, these conclusions cannot be generalized to the larger tiny house population. Since there is no comprehensive directory of tiny house owners, it is difficult to capture a representative sample of the total population. The study's outreach method limited the respondents to those who participate in the online community of tiny house residents. Given the cross-sectional design of this study, it is only possible to make associations between tiny house motivations and satisfaction rather than casual relationships. Additionally, these results can only be analyzed at this period in time rather than being evaluated over time.
Conclusions
With an increase in the size, cost, and environmental impact of homes, people are reconsidering their housing situation (Beam 2015; US Census Bureau MCD 2013; Wilson and Boehland 2005; Murphy 2014; Conley et al. 2015) . While the popularity of the tiny house movement has been steadily growing as a result of these concerns, the academic literature surrounding this topic is still very limited (Mutter 2013) . Findings from this study provide a foundation for further literature to explore the reasons people are choosing to downsize their living space. Given the motivations listed in this study, future research can focus on how these are in everyday practice such as environmental measures taken by residents or how expenses are decreased in tiny homes. Others could examine the life satisfaction of tiny houses given their simplified lifestyle of less consumer goods. Increased knowledge regarding tiny homes and their impact could help overcome some of the challenges faced by the tiny house community such as lack of awareness, legality concerns, and financing opportunities. In conclusion, this study explored key factors driving the movement and how ones' satisfaction of his or her tiny house is associated with motivation for tiny house living, particularly the desire for simplicity. 
